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Enigma of Taft: Complete confusion rules over the current discussion abéalewhether or not Taft will 
go on the stump for Eisenhower. Last week, a meeting between the General and the Senator had been 
arranged. Then the meeting failed to take place. What had happened? 


The true story is this: 


It was agreed that the meeting between Eisenhower and Taft would be without any publicity. The 
Senator was to fly from Canada to New York to meet Ike. But several days before the scheduled event, 
Governor Sherman Adams of the Eisenhower organization blurted out the news to the press. We believe 
he did so with no malice or guile, but through sheer thoughtlessness. However, it is possible that Taft 
thought otherwise. 


In any case, the Senator abruptly cancelled the meeting. He doubtless had visions of photographers 
snapping himself and the General in what would be merely a campaign publicity stunt, aimed at adver- 
tising party harmony. The Senator would like to see “harmony”, but knows the matter is-more compli- 
cated than posing before cameras, In fact, during his vacation in the Province of Quebec, he has developed 
a number of thoughts about the present campaign and his relation to it that can’t be simplified in any 
brief, perfunctory manner. Here are the facts: 


(1) The Senator has no intention of making speeches for the General which might be embarrassingly 
contradicted by something Ike would say the very next day; or which might actually be disavowed by the 
General. “Mr. Republican” can see no advantage for the GOP if such an anomalous situation takes 
place, 


(2) The Senator wants an understanding with the General on certain policies before he would take 
the stump. He wants written assurance that the General will support the Taft-Hartley Act without any 
qualification; and that, if Ike is elected, he will really stick to.a $60 billion budget ceiling for 1954. 
Finally he wants to know what role is contemplated for Thomas E. Dewey. The Senator will remain very 
dissatisfied unless and until Taft’s friends are invited to play big roles in the campaign, and thereafter 


in the Government if Ike should be elected. 


(3) The Senator, of course, as a good Republican would like to do anything which will effectively 
help the Party. He wants to help his brother Charles P. Taft, candidate for the Ohio governorship, and 
Senator John W. Bricker, running for re-election in the same state. A U.P. dispatch of September 2 says 
he will speak: for these two candidates and for the heads of the ticket early in October, in Ohio. But 
that does not clearly envisage “taking the stump” for Ike. 


It should be emphasized that Taft feels very keenly his obligation and responsibility to two groups: 
(1) the 280 delegates who stood by him to the last in the convention; and (2) above all to the millions 
of people who backed — not so much the Senator personally — as his policies. He has in mind those 
25,000 letters that came to his office after his nomination defeat — letters of condolence, congratulation, 
dedication to the cause, etc. It would be surprising if Taft did not realize that, unless he sticks to his 
stated views on policies, no stumping he could do for Ike would be likely to win many votes for the Ike 
ticket. 
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Summer in Springfield: Many of Ike’s present troubles can be blamed on no one else but Ike himself: 
the biggest, of course, is his appalling surrender on the real issues of the campaign. 


However, this may be said in Ike’s behalf. Some of the circumstances of his present plight spring 
to a certain extent from press treatment of the Stevenson campaign. Indeed, a considerable portion of 
the working press, in an indirect way, is giving Ike “the business”. They gave Taft the “business” in a 
crude way — misreporting or slanting or suppression. This time it is subtler. Often it’s more effective 
to help the opponent of the man they want to get than to go after the latter frontally. We owe the following 


account to a journalist who went away very much shocked from a visit to Adlai’s campaign headquarters 
at Springfield, Illinois: 


“It was at one of Stevenson’s press conferences, a pretty dull affair until I thought I'd give it some 
news value. I had been a little tired of watching Stevenson unchallenged needle Ike about the latter’s sup- 
port of McCarthy and Jenner. I asked him whether he was supporting Mr. Martin Dies in the latter’s 
congressional race in Texas. The attitude was yes, why? Well, I said that ten years ago Dies occupied 
the same place in the public scene as Joe McCarthy does today — attacked and smeared. 


“Then I asked Adlai whether he supported’Congressman Jack Kennedy, running for the Senate in 
Massachusetts against Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr. Again — yes, why? I said Kennedy was against 
the Administration’s foreign policy. I was about to go on and ask him if he stood by Acheson, but one 
of the Stevenson friends in the press conference piped up and said, ‘Thank you, Mr. Governor’, thereby 
closing the conference. That reporter, incidentally, is from a paper supposedly supporting Ike. 


“T went over to the guy and asked him what was the idea? He replied that I was asking ‘dirty 
questions’. I reported: ‘Any dirtier than Stevenson’s questions to Ike about the latter’s support of Mc- 
Carthy and Jenner?’ No answer. 


“Well, I took one other aromatic memory away with me from Springfield. It was while I was listen- 
ing to the conversational remarks of a high member of Adlai’s campaign family. Yes, he was saying, 
we've done a good job of needling Ike on McCarthy and I suppose the next thing on our agenda will be 
to remind him of isolationist Sen. John Bricker and Ike’s support for that friend of Taft. Yet, he mused, 
maybe. we won’t have to bother about that, ‘we can just let the Guild take care of it’. 


“I may be awfully dumb, but he could hardly have meant anything else than that members of the 
Newspaper Guild in the press would eagerly shoulder the burden of asking Ike how about John Bricker. 
In other words, certain elements in the working press corps would be self-starters in the needling. Whew! 
When I got to Washington I wondered why I had ever left it.” 


Curious Connecticut: A prevailing comment on the weirdness of politics this year is that Stevenson 
is running against McCarthy and Eisenhower against Truman. A correspondent writes us about the oddi- 
ties and unusual pattern of the Connecticut campaign, as follows: 


Governor Lodge, Republican, has just named William A. Purtell to succeed the late Sen. Brien 
McMahon, Democrat, to fill out the few remaining months until the new Congress meets. Purtell is also 
running for the seat of Senator Benton, Democrat, this year up for re-election. If Purtell should win (and 
he has a good chance, they say) he would thereby have seniority over other new Senators elected this 
year. Also, suppose Purtell is elected on November 4, 1952 — he would at once be both Senator-elect 
and Senator, for different seats; a rare parliamentary case. And suppose a special session were called 


after November 4th. Purtell would vote in the deceased McMahon’s place, while on the following Janu- 
ary 20th, he would vote from Benton’s chair. 


Also, Purtell is a Catholic in a state where religious and party lines are usually co-extensive (although 
there have been important exceptions). This means that Benton will face much Catholic anger over the 
smearing of McCarthy (who is expected to speak in Connecticut during the campaign); and will not be 
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protected as in the last campaign, by his fellow Democrat now deceased, Sen. Brien McMahon, a Catholic. 
Benton is a Protestant. 


But more is yet to come. For Mrs. Claire Booth Luce is running for GOP nomination for McMahon’s 
unexpired four year term. Mrs. Luce is a recent Catholic convert. Among Democrats, a leading con- 
tender is Congressman Ribicoff, who is of the Jewish faith. Thus, in this curious year, one may yet see 
two Catholics — Purtell and Luce — as Senatorial candidates of a Republican party whose complexion 
is largely Protestant. And one Protestant, Benton, and one Jew, Ribicoff, would be the Senatorial candi- 
dates of a Democratic Party which in the state is heavily Catholic. 


Hold your horses — it may not happen. For Democrats say it is not at all certain Ribicoff will get 
the nomination, and Republicans say Mrs. Luce may not bear the Republican standard. Democrats want 
someone better known than Ribicoff. And Mrs. Luce has picked up some unpopularity; duiing the cam- 
paign last spring, in her enthusiasm for Eisenhower, she said Taft’s nomination would be “good news to 
Stalin”. Taft supporters (some of whom have money) haven't liked that. 


Anyway, this highly variegated picture of Connecticut is not complete without the one and only 
Vivien Kellems, who has filed as Independent Republican candidate for Senator. ¥ oes 


The Heritage of Nuremberg: Our fliers who parachute from stricken planes over Red territory in 
Korea still remain liable to trial and execution if they have bombed cities, because of the perverted justice 
established at Nuremberg, a creation of the Roosevelt-Truman regimes. Last week, we reported this situ- 
ation, as discussed by high personalities in London — Lord Hankey and the Earl of Cork and Orrery. 
This week, we find in the weekly magazine Truth (London), further remarks on the subject. 


Truth comments on the Nuremberg thesis that a soldier or officer committing a “war crime” is not 
innocent because he takes orders from his superiors, nor even if his intent be innocent, and recalls that a 
German orderly was sentenced to imprisonment for carrying a lethal drug from one place to another with- 
out knowing why his medical officer wanted it. And the London weekly remarks on the “perilous position” 
in which men are placed if — in deference to Nuremberg law — they refuse to obey orders. 


“It is possible to conceive of situations, for instance, in which a machine gun might be turned on 
men of one’s own force seeking gratuitously to surrender, the order to fire being given in an attempt to 
save a desperate situation. Any machine gunner who might demur, perhaps because of a lack of appreci- 
ation of the issues involved, would not find his officer concerned to investigate the nature of his disobedi- 
ence. .. . Is it fair to demand that the individual soldier, trained to obedience and unqualified to assess the 
merits of such problems, should have placed upon him the onus of reaching his own judgment in inde- 
pendence of that of his superior officers?” Truth concludes that today “the soldier stands the risk of being 
shot both for disobeying orders and for obeying orders”. 


Gold: Two Italians have demonstrated the fact that gold is not what governments call “money”, even 
though it may be more desirable as a medium of exchange and a measure of value. These enterprising 
fellows, having moved to Switzerland, where the government does not monkey with gold, found that they 
could earn a profit by manufacturing gold coins, out of bullion, of the fineness and weight designated by 
the governments, and selling them for the paper issued by these governments. They make French “Nap- 
oleons”, Mexican $10 pieces, English sovereigns that fit the legal specifications to the letter. Are they 
counterfeiters? The Italian government said so, and requested their extradition; the Swiss government 
refused the request on the ground that these Italians were not violating Swiss law. 


The real “crime” of these entrepreneurs is that they are undermining the government monopoly of 
money. Suppose they were manufacturing American Eagles — the extinct $20 gold pieces. It is a cer- 
tainty that you and I would prefer these to the $20 greenbacks which we are forced to accept as money, 
but which we know from experience will buy less a few years from now than they will buy today. What 





did. $20 buy in 1942, as compared to 1952? Somehow we feel that the gold, which isa commodity, will 
ride the inflationary wave, that as the greenback dollar drops in purchasing power the old gold piece 
will make a corresponding rise, How do we know? From the experience of the ages: gold is gold. 


But, if we all swapped our $20 greenbacks for these illegal Eagles, what would the government do 
with the paper? Suppose we hoarded the gold pieces and paid our taxes only in the depreciating legal 
tender. The government would be getting the worst of the bargain. It would be rich in paper and we 
would be rich in gold. That would not do. In order to protect its own interests, the government de-mone- 
tizes gold, makes it a crime to have the kind of money we all prefer, the kind that has something more 
substantial behind it than a politician’s promise. 










































Modern Know-Nothingism: The owner of the drugstore-lunchroom bent over my shoulder to look. 
“What's that you’re reading?” he asked. I closed the book so that he could see the title: McCarthyism: 


The Fight for America, The ingratiotinty storekeeper’s smile left his face. “What’s it all about?” he 
grunted. é 


“Senator McCarthy”, I explained, “takes up,-one by one, all the charges that have been levelled at 


him and gives his answers. ti is more like a brief than a book. He supports every statement of fact with 
a notation as to his source.’ 


- The man’s face grew rigid.as I ‘spoke. He could: hardly contain himself. So, perversely, I remarked 
that I could not understand how anybody who reads this book could question the Senator’s integrity — 
or doubt his accusation that Communists have infiltrated the ‘State Department and have influenced our 
foreign policy to the detriment of this country and in favor of Soviet ambitions. “Would you like to read 
it?” I asked, “Baloney”, -he growled and walked away. 


I then realized what the force behind the drive against “McCarthyism” really is. It is a peculiarity 
of the human mind ‘that belies.man’s pretensions to educability. It is a psychological phenomenon, all 
too common with homo sapiens, consisting of a capacity to put up with an emotional barrier to fact, under- 
standing or reason. It has nothing to do necessarily with Joe McCarthy or with the mission he has under- 
taken. It satisfies a human need of substituting a hatred for any exercise of rationality. 


Recognizing this psychological quirk, Lenin recommended that “we can and must write in a language 
which sows among the-masses hate, revulsion, scorn and the like, toward those who disagree with us”. 
To the Communists, then, the campaign against “McCarthyism” is a means of accomplishing a purpose, 
and is quite logical. But, to the dupes, like the drugstore man, it serves as a much needed hate-satisfac- 
tion as well as sublimation of mental laziness. 


The extent to which the bugaboo of “McCarthyism” has taken hold of what goes for the American 
mind is demonstrated in the cowardly concession to this stupidity, made by two men who, seeking the 
highest offices in the country, are presumed to be intelligent. Both General Eisenhower and Senator Nixon 
are reported to have publicly condemned McCarthy’s “methods”, in an effort to appease the voting morons 
who have swallowed the ballyhoo against “McCarthyism” in large doses. What are these “methods”? 
Nothing but the iteration and reiteration of the charge that Communists did infiltrate the State Depart- 
ment. Is it an évil to tell and repeat a truth out loud? It is significant that neither of these two men have 
paid their respects to the substance of McCarthy’s charges. That suggests they would do well to read Mc- 
Carthyism: The Fight for America. They might gain a few votes by asserting that they, like McCarthy, 
are conscious of what is going on in the State Department and are definitely opposed to it. We recommend 
this little book. It is published by Devin-Adair Company, 23 East 26th St., New York 10, N. Y., and 
sells for Fifty Cents. 
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THE MORALITY OF ABSTENTION 
By FREEMAN. TILDEN 


Ae ak OF MINE asked me the other day what I thought of the candidate 3 inated 
in the two Chicago conventions. I replied that I felt pretty much as the Thracian 
King, Poltis, felt about the Trojan War. 


My friend is a successful businessman, but he has not dabbled in the classics, and 
his first thought was that the Trojan War was another adventure of the United Nations. 
So I hastily explained my allusion. . ! 


A handsome. Asiatic prince named Paris took advantage of the absence of King 
Menelaus of Sparta to woo Queen Helen and carry her off to Illium, together with a 
considerable part of the crown money and jewelry. That brought on the famous feud 
described in the Iliad of Homer,. Among the neighboring kings to whom Menelaus made 
application to help him redeem his wife and what was left of his honor, was this Poltis. 
But Poltis was unromantic. He had no desire to get mixed up in the tawdry affair, but 
he made a fair offer. ‘‘Menelaus has lost his wife”, he said, ‘‘and evidently Paris wants 
one. Now I have two wives that I can easily spare. I'll give one to Menelaus and the 
other to Paris. That ought to fix it up.” (The offer was refused and the war went on, 
which was fortunate, for otherwise we should have had no Iliad.) 

Now, I am willing to be just as generous as Poltis. If there should happen to be 
two foreign countries presently in danger of going to war over the question as to which 
should possess an executive that they both hanker for, I will give one of them the 
Republican candidate and the other the Democratic candidate. I can spare both of them. 

My friend knitted his eyebrows and was silent for a spell. Then he said, in a rather 
frightened way, “I hope that this doesn’t mean that you don’t intend to vote!” 

I asked him if he thought I should. 


“Why, you must vote one ticket or the other”, he replied. “It’s your duty as a 
citizen.” 3 

I was waiting for that one. I knew it was bound to come. If not at once from my 
friend, then certainly every day, week after week, on the radio, for several months before 
the election. ‘‘No matter how you vote: vote as you please: but vote. It is your duty 
as a citizen.” 

I have been hearing this fallacy — usually hitched up with another fallacy that 
I shall come to later — for a good many years. How effective it is I have no means of 
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knowing, but if it has any effect upon the electorate whatever, it must be owing to the 
vulnerability of the public to any misinformation that is announced with enough oracular 
smugness. 

There is no such thing as a duty of the citizen to vote. There is the right to vote, 
if certain legal requirements be fulfilled, but the right to do implies the right to abstain. 
There is the whim to vote, the excitement of voting, the expediency of voting, the sense 
of power that comes with casting a ballot — a dozen other elements that may be 
mentioned in relation to exercising the suffrage. Duty there is not. The word “duty” 
is associated only with the morality of the individual. It cannot be related in any direct 
way with the practice of politics. 

To obey the laws, or to try to obey the laws despite the welter spawned so rapidly 
that even lawyers do not..always know: what the. law. is, is the duty of the. citizen. 
To defend his nation against invasion is clearly a duty of citizenship: and even though 
defense has been of late construed as meaning that the defense line is at every spot on 
the habitable globe, it is better, in my opinion, to accept that bewildering policy as a 
point of duty, and hope for better days. Mere physical exhaustion and bankruptcy can 
deal with that theory. These are the two duties of the citizen, and they are duties because 
they are his moral obligations. They are his contractual price of police protection. 

The duty of the citizen in respect of exercising his suffrage is not, primarily, to vote. 
It is to consult his intelligence and his conscience, both, to inquire on what grounds he 
can vote: his intelligence because if he lacks intelligence he will not be aware of conscience; 
his conscience, because if that is not active, his intelligence will merely direct him toward 


adjacent self-interest. 

Love of one’s native land, gratitude for participation in its benefits, concern for its 
welfare, jealousy for its honor, are not duties owed to the nation. They are the-fruit of 
duties that the citizen owes to his character. These duties performed faithfully, the 


citizen lays the base for his own moral conduct, and only from such moral individual 


conduct can you ever expect a moral State. 


A MANY YEARS AGO I was taught a wholesome lesson by a humble telegraph 
operator out in Santa Cruz, California. He was a member of the Socialist Labor 


Party. He was not noisy and nothing of a proselyter. But he had soberly concluded that 


the principles of his small group were humane and wise, and so every four years he 
marched himself to the polls and cast his vote for somebody who had no more chance 
of being elected President than of selling fire extinguishers in Hades. I said to him, out 


of my sapience: “Why, you are just wasting your vote!” 





My good telegrapher friend didn’t tell me off for the ass that I was revealing myself 
to be. He replied, gently: ‘No, I don’t think so. I’ve tried my best to think things out. 


I’ve come to certain conclusions. I may be wrong. But, I don’t just vote. I vote for 
something I believe in.” 


I didn’t think then, and I don’t think now that the Socialist Labor Party was the 
answer to the prayer of the American maiden. But I was convinced that I had been 
talking with a good citizen — one who had been referring moral problems to his conscience, 


and letting his political participation stem from that source. 


The first presidential campaign that I can remember was that of 1896. I was a 


schoolboy at that time, but my father, who was a newspaper editor, used to talk grown-up 


words to me, and took me into his confidence. He was a Democrat. It was a time when 
the Democratic and Republican parties-really ‘stood for definite concepts of :government. 
My father was a Democrat because he was for a low tariff and was against centralization 
of government, while the Republicans honestly avowed their enmity toward state rights 
and worshipped at the temple of a Protection for infant industries that had already burst 


the seams of their pants. The lines were sharply drawn. 


But in 1896, Bryan, the silver-tongued salesman of hokum, captured the Democratic 
party with his ‘free coinage of silver’. Was my poor father in a dither! He couldn’t 
very well vote for Protection and Federalization, but he also couldn’t vote for one whom 
he regarded as a mountebank with a poisonous economic nostrum. I remember he told 
me, in a confidence, that he couldn’t vote, if he was to have only a Hobson’s choice. 
Fortunately, the Gold Democrats organized a splinter party, with Palmer and Buckner 
as candidates, and my father could then cast a vote with belief. 

I remember saying to him: ‘Palmer can’t win, can he?” 

“Oh, no; not a chance.” °° 

“Well, then, aren’t you helping elect McKinley?” 

He looked at me a minute. Then he said, “Freeman, I shall vote according to my 
convictions as to what’s best for the country. I never vote against anything or anybody. 
I vote for something or somebody.” 

I couldn’t help remembering that.conversation of long ago, when the elections of 
1948 came along. It was so apparent that of the votes Dewey received, the major portion 
were not votes for him, but merely Republican habit votes and votes against the Roosevelt 
Legacy. How could it have been otherwise with a candidate and a platform based solely 
upon the assertion it was “time for a change”. A change of what? A change of directors 
of the identical policy, to be sure. 











ie IT IS quantity of votes you want, then of course you will sound the tocsin and jangle 
the doorbell. If it is guality you want, there will always be absentees of intelligence 
and conscience where there is a segment of the public whose conception of sound govern- 
ment finds no expression in person or party. If the contest of 1952 were sharply defined, 
you would have no need of Boy Scouts campaigning to “get out the vote”’. 

‘The real division, upon which most else could be based, is between Conservative 
and Radical — just to give names to the age-old conflict of political thought. If that were 
the test in 1952 you would get votes enough. I dare say the Conservatives would be 
soundly thrashed, because the trend is not their way. But they would not need to 
apologize to themselves. They would have done their duty by their personal integrity, 
But in a time when conservatism is entirely unrepresented, where does the Conservative go? 

“But”, says my friend, ‘if you don’t vote, you are abetting corruption in government.” 
This is the attendant fallacy of which I have spoken. It is based upon the pleasant theory 
that all bad or imbecile people are feverish to vote, and therefore the “good” man must 
vote to cancel them out. In the first place, I doubt it can be proved that all evil people 
vote; or that all the “‘good” people who do not vote would vote with high and disinterested 
intelligence if they voted. But even if it were so, the thought is repugnant to some of us 
that we should vote merely to nullify somebody else. I doubt that corruption in govern- 
ment can be laid at the door of the man who did not vote. It seems to me that those who 
did vote should assume the blame. 

It is a curious fact about abstention that it seldom gets an individual in trouble. Think 
back over your career, and how many times did mot doing something ever get you in trouble? 
Wasn’t it rather the things you did that landed you in a mess? Socrates referred to this 
fact when he said that his ‘““daemon” never told him what to do; but often warned him 
what he should not do. Consider whether the corruption may not be the result of antecedent 
quantitative voting. 

Besides, though I abhor corruption in government as much as anybody, I think it 
may be overdone as campaign material. In representative government, corruption emerges 
from war, unwise legislation, the creation of dark bureaucratic corners, and the like. 
It accompanies more government, and diminishes when you have /ess government. It is 
not economically significant, for it does not in any important way diminish the national 
wealth, merely being a transfer of wealth from those who have a right to it to criminals 
who do not. 

It is precisely in the support of the total background of such corruption, of which 
the corruption itself is only a wart, that the Republican and Democratic parties seem to 
have agreed to agree. So, where does the dissentient go? I am not advocating any man’s 
abstention; but I can assure him that such abstention implies no dereliction of civic duty. 





FREEMAN TILDEN is an old hand in the newspaper field, has contributed to many periodicals, is the author 
of A Nation in Debt and National Parks. 
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